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Objectives

1. History- Why the need
2. Challenges with creating a 

standard
3. Method for creating a standard
4. Summarizing key  components of 

SDG 165
5. Lessons Learned
6. Questions
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History – Why the need?
1. Early 2000’s direct bury wire was below 

pavement section 4”-8”, often times
sawcut through and damaged wire

2. 2016-2017 committee formed to 
investigate micro-trenches alternatives. 
Google was main vendor participating.  
Result was the Creation of SDG 165 –
w/1” wide trench
• SDG 165 standard was never used between 

2017-2021

3. 2020 “CA Broadband For All” program 
encouraged City’s to begin developing 
programs to provide 5G service to all 
communities

4. City of SD and ISPs worked to develop 
standards to increase equity w/in City by 
providing better internet access to 
underserved communities; to reduce 
impacts to public streets & the 
community; and to reduce permit review 
and approval times

5. April 2021 to October 2022 CSD worked 
with ISPs to create a standard allowing 
micro-trenches 1” min width to 2-1/2” 
max
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
1” wide 
11/2” wide on curb returns
Top of pipe 18”
24” from adjacent trenches and 36” from bike lanes
1 microtrench per side of street
Backfill/bedding SE 50 flooded
Pavement = ac sealant




Method for Creating 
a Standard
1. Met with ISPs
2. ISPs provided a proposed standard
3. Determine key factors –

1. Width- min and max
2. Depth- min and max
3. Separation between pavement 

and top of pipe
4. Size of conduit
5. Separation between trenches
6. Number of conduits

4. City team review 7 local standards 
and compare key factors

5. Speak with other agencies – clarify 
questions from 7 agencies

6. Review and Evaluate backfill 
material mix design performance for 
backfill and bicycle safety

7. Perform 2 pilots
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Challenges with 
Creating Standards

1. Balance between production from ISPs and 
protection of owner’s facilities

2. Limited availability based on quantity per side 
of street
1. Previous standard 1 micro-trenches 

per side of street versus current 
requirement of 2’ edge to edge from 
any adjacent utility

2. Old Standard provided for only 2 
trenches per street, while the new 
standard does not restrict quantity 
and is based on available space

3. New standard allows for competition 
of different ISPs 

3. Daily Production for ISPs is affected by depth 
and width of trench, along with underlying 
materials encountered
1. Original Standard required 18” depth 

with 6” cover from bottom of 
pavement to top of pipe.  New 
Standard requires 12” to top of pipe 
with 4” between pavement and top 
of pipe

2. Agreed on Width of 1-2 ½”

3. Agreed on max conduit OD 2”

4. Agreed on no limit of conduits in 
trench, as this is means and methods 
and don’t want to limit advances in 
technology
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Standard SDG 165 PG 1 and 2
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Key Features:
• Width – 1 to 2 ½” 
• Conduit size- max 2” OD
• Use on AC Streets
• Separation btw wet/dry utilities based on 

CA Public Utility code
• Trench backfill- 2,000 psi slurry with 2% CC
• w/in 7 days place ½” AC 4” thick and 18” 

wide
• Trenching in bike lane then must pave full 

bike lane width

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Width – 1 to 2 ½” 
Conduit size- max 2” OD
Use on AC Streets
Separation btw wet/dry utilities based on CA Public Utility code
Trench backfill- 2,000 psi slurry with 2% CC
w/in 7 days place ½” AC 4” thick and 18” wide
Trenching in bike lane then must pave full bike lane width



Standard SDG 165 PG 3 and 4
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Key Features
2 different locations
Along gutter or 9” and greater from gutter
Minimum distance is 2’ from adjacent trench
Minimum depth 12” to top of pipe and 4” from pavement section
Max depth 26”

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
2 different locations
Along gutter or 9” and greater from gutter
Minimum distance is 2’ from adjacent trench
Minimum depth 12” to top of pipe and 4” from pavement section
Max depth 26”



Lessons Learned
1. Conflicting Interests: speed and ease of installation 

vs safety and protecting existing / future assets. 
• Stakeholders heard each others concerns, and all 

had to compromise 
 AMDs, DSD Permit Issuance Dept, Inspection 

Team,  and ISPs
 Depth compromise from 18” top of pipe to 

12”
 Separation from pavement section to top of 

pipe – compromise from 6” to 4”
2. The City conducted an interagency review of 

Microtrenching deployments and evaluations of key 
standard components.  
• Where to adjust the standard and still maintain 

adjacent asset integrity and safety?
• What components are important to you that you 

won’t compromise more on?
3. Reviewed 7 regional standards and extensively 

discussed the different agency challenges in GB 
Standard Plans Subcommittee: 
• Due to geological and previous development 

differences not every agency has same challenges.

Cobble difficult to Maintain 2 ½” width
and uniform edges, also broke equipment
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Pavement thickness and separation 
clearance from top conduit –
concern is pulling/breaking service 
for future trenching operations 

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
AMD= asset managing department (TD, PUD)
DSD= development services department
ISP= industry service provider i.e. Cox, AT&T, Verizon and Crown Castle



Lessons Learned Continued
1.  Spoke to ISPs and other agencies about clearance 
between street section and top of conduit

• Original standard 6” clearance
• ISPs and City of LA use 1” clearance
• City 4” clearance to protect current and future 

adjacent asset
• Reviewed coring data to see impacts of the depth 

2.   Cobble is an issue when encountered: Discovered 
during Pilot 2 the impacts created non-uniform edges, 
width of trench beyond 2 ½”and equipment breakdown 

• ISPs were concerned about production when 
cobble is present and if this standard would be 
profitable versus the narrow trench SDG 117 3” to 
6” or SDG 119 Type 1 or Type 2 Trench 6” to 7’ 

• The required minimum depth from the top of the 
pavement to the top of the pipe was adjusted from 
18” to 12” so to help avoid cobble 

• Coring Data was reviewed to evaluate the frequency 
cobble was encountered 

• 1% of cores pavement exceeded 26” depth
• 11% of cores encountered cobble

• ISPs can determine use based on pothole 
observations and/or use of Geologist/Geotech 
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12”Best case ≤16” Typical       ≤26” worst case   ≥ 26” 
40% 86% 99% 1%

16”

18”

20”

22”

24”

Pavement Section w/ 4”

w/o cobble
36% 76% 86%                 n/a

w/ cobble

26” -
max

4% 10% 10% 11%

n/a

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
City of San Diego does coring for paving, transportation and linear projects in 60-90% design phase of (water, sewer, storm drain and undergrounding) – 
Looked at 2 years of data 2021 and 2022 data – 600 cores
Best case-12” occurs 40% of time
Typical is 16” or shallower 86% of time
12” Without cobble 36% , 4% have cobble
Typical 16” or shallower 76% of time no cobble, 10% cobble
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